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DETAILED ACTION 
Claim Objections 

1 . Claims 1,4,5, 6, are objected to because of the following informalities: 

In claim 1 , line 7, "the context" has unclear issues with regards to "the first 
statement and the first information". . 

In claim 1, line 9, "the context" has unclear issues with regards to "the first 
statement and the first information". 

In claim 4, line 4, "the parsing tokens" should probably be "the one or more 
parsing tokens". 

In claim 4, line 4, "the context" has unclear issues with regards to "the first 
statement and the first information". 

In claim 6, line 2, "the context" has unclear issues with regards to "the first 
statement and the first information". 

The similar claims may contain the same issues. 

Appropriate correction is required. 

Claim Rejections ~ 35 USC §112 

2. The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly 
claiming the subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

3. Claims 1 and 1 1 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, as being 
indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which 
applicant regards as the invention. 
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More specifically, "optionally" being presented in each claim is vague and 
indefinite as to the Examiner is unsure of whether the option step is part of the claim, or 
if the Examiner has the option to ignore the generation a question step. The Examiner 
has interpreted the claim as having the option as part of the claim in order to expedite 
prosecution. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §102 

4. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(e) the invention was described in (1) an application for patent, published under section 122(b), by 
another filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent or (2) a patent 
granted on an application for patent by another filed in the United States before the invention by the 
applicant for patent, except that an international application filed under the treaty defined in section 
351(a) shall have the effects for purposes of this subsection of an application filed in the United States 
only if the international application designated the United States and was published under Article 21(2) 
of such treaty in the English language. 

5. Claims 1 , 4-20, and 22 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being anticipated 
by Morin et al. (Morin, US 5,748,841 ). 

As per claims 1 and 11, Morin teaches a human-machine communication 

method comprising: 

a server computer comprising(Fig. 1 Dialogue server-claim 1 1 ): 

receiving a first statement in a natural language from a user (Fig. 3 "Paint omega, 

C.3.lines8, 9)"; 

generating first information based on the first statement (C.3.lines 43-51 -"stored 
grammars", his grammars are used for "text and ... input", the Examiner interprets this 
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grammar for all inputs, first or second, all inputs are associated with this grammar or 
information); 

storing context information of at least one of the first statement and the first 
information (C.3.lines 11-15, Fig. 1 item 62 -his history handler as a memory bank, 
claim 11); 

optionally generating a question to be presented to the user in the natural 
language based on the context information (Fig. 5-in his dialogue model his Five Top- 
Level Dialogue Structures and some Examples, "sys: Playing message 1" question not 
generated, "Are you sure" question generated); 

receiving a second statement in the natural language from the user (Fig. 3-"paint it in 
yellow"): and 

generating second information based on the second statement and the context 
information (C.3.lines 43-51 -all input has grammars associated therewith, interpreted as 
second information, on the second statement). 

As per claims 4 and 13, Morin teaches claim 1 , and further teaches 
generating grammatical data for the first statement (C.3.lines 43-51 -"stored 
grammars", his grammars are used for "text and ... input", the Examiner interprets this 
grammar for all inputs, first or second, all inputs are associated with this grammar or 
information); 

generating one or more parsing tokens based on the grammatical data (C.3.lines 
55-57-the Examiner interprets parsing to generate tokens): and 
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storing the parsing tokens as part of the context information. (C.8.lines 8-15- 
stored dialogue history, context, dO.lines 54-60-"it" as a token from context "No paint it 
red" in the dialogue history, as part of the context). 

As per claims 5 and 14, Morin teaches claim 1 , and further teaches adding, 
modifying or removing the stored parsing tokens based on the second statement 
(C.10.54-62-his "substituted" pronoun, Fig. 3 "Paint Omega", "Paint it yellowMhe 
second statement "it" following as explained). 

As per claims 6, 7, 16 and 17, Morin teaches claim 1, and further teaches 
identifying linguistic structures in the second statement based on the context information 
,(C.3.lines 34-40-dialogue of natural language including his "dialogue structure", "no in 
blue" as the second statement, C.54-62-linguistic structure analysis inherently in 
anaphoric assessment) which 

identifies and antecedent to a pronoun in the second statement, (claim 7, ibid). 

As per claims 8 and 18, Morin teaches claim 7, and further teaches 
disambiguating a homonym in the second statement (C.IO.Iines 66-67-"several 
candidates for an input"... interpreted as a homonym, the input is interpreted as a 
second statement, C.11. lines 10-15, the "finding out which one of the possible 
meanings" (disambiguation thereof), Fig. 4 "Paint alpha in red"- the Examiner interprets 
red being a homonym of read, past tense). 

As per claims 9 and 19, Morin teaches claim 1 , and further teaches storing and 
updating the context information each time a new statement in the natural language is 
received (C.4.lines 1-7, C.IO.Iines 1-25-the history interpreted as stored information). 



Application/Control Number: 09/890,908 Page 6 

Art Unit: 2654 

As per claims 10 and 20, Morin teaches claim 1, and further teaches providing 
at least one of a superlative and a comparison of the first information based on the 
context information, wherein the first information includes a plurality of items that can be 
compared with each other (C.3.lines 62-67, C.3.line 67-C.4Jine 1 -"if the inputted 
expression makes sense in the dialogue context it will be interpreted...." inherently 
requires comparison of information with context). 

As per claim 12, Morin teaches claim 1 1 , and further teaches a client computer 
configured to receive a plurality of statements from the user and configured to forward 
the received plurality of statements to the server computer (Fig. 3-, C.S.Iines 34-56-his 
dialogue server, Fig. 1 -client computer and server). 

As per claim 15, Morin teaches claim 13, and further teaches generating the 
plurality of parsing tokens based on (see claim 13), in part, timing cues of the first 
statement (C. 6. lines 1-4, C.9.lines 54-56-his "time-out" as timing cue-processing 
ensues, i.e. parsing, etc.). 

As per claim 22, Morin teaches a human-machine communication method, 
comprising: 

receiving a first statement in a natural language from a user Fig. 3 "Paint omega, 
C.3.lines 8, 9; 

generating first information based on the first statement (C. 3. lines 43-51 -stored 
grammars, his grammars are used for "text and ... input", the Examiner interprets this 
grammar for all inputs, first or second, all inputs are associated with this grammar or 
information); 
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storing context information in a system state memory that is a function of the first 
information (C.3.lines 11-15); 

generating a database query that is a function of the first information (Fig 3. "in 
which color", Fig. 5 "Are you sure" or "Who should I call", Fig. 1 "task dialogue 
database"); 

generating database output that is a function of the database query (ibid-output 
thereof); 

generating second information that is a function of the database output and the 
stored context information (C.4. lines 5-16-his "prediction" information generated); 

storing an expectation in the system state memory that is representative of an 
expected form of a statement from the user (ibid, also C.15.line 66-C.16.line 20-"no" 
entered, from a list, inherently stored, all possible choices, interpreted as expected, are 
displayed); 

receiving a second statement in a natural language from a user (C.16.lines 8-10, 
"no alpha" entered); and 

utilizing the expectation to comprehend the second statement (ibid-"makes 
sense). 

As per claims 1 1-20, the dialogue server, in Fig. 1 embodies the method 
employed in the invention and thus claims 1 1-20 are rejected with their similar claims 
above, as well as the server limitations which are in the scope of the invention. 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

6. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

7. Claims 2, 3, and 21 rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Morin in view of Surace et al. (US 6,144,938). 

As per claims 2, 3 and 21, Morin teaches incorporating content information 
generated based on the second information into an interface (Fig. 3, C.31-36), and 
dynamically generating the interface based on the content information (ibid-the interface 
is acted on "progressively" thereby dynamic generation), but lacks explicitly disclosing 
the interface as a web page. 

However, Surace teaches having a standard interface as a web browser 
(C.3.lines 59-61 ). Therefore, at the time of the invention, it would have been obvious to 
modify Morin with Surace by having the interface as a web browser. The motivation for 
doing so would have been to dialogue with a user through an appropriate interface 
(C.3.lines 59-63). 

As per claim 21 , the dialogue server, in Fig. 1 embodies the method employed in 
the invention and thus claim 21 is rejected with its similar claims above, as well as the 
server limitations which are in the scope of the invention. 
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Conclusion 

8. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to 
applicant's disclosure. 

Takebayashi et al. (US 5,577,165) teaches smooth dialogue 
between a user and machine. 

Nijmam et al. (US 5,745,877) teaches smooth dialogue between a 
user and machine. 

- * Bayya et al. (US 5,774,860) teaches memory context dialogue 

between a human user and a machine. 

Brown et al. (US 5,999,904) teaches timing cues for a user input, 
including human user dialogue with a machine. 
Rangarajan et al. (US 6,275,225) teaches human user dialogue 
with a machine, including incorporating content information 
generated based on information into a web page, and dynamically 
generating the web page based on the content information. 

9. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Lamont M. Spooner whose telephone number is 
571/272-7613. The examiner can normally be reached on 8:00 AM - 5:00 PM. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Richemond Dorvil can be reached on 571/272-7602. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 
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